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PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeal s the district court's di sm ssal w thout prej-
udice of his 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (1988) action for failure to respond
to a court order requesting nore information in regard to his
clains. We dismss the appeal for lack of jurisdiction because the
order is not appeal able. This court may exercise jurisdiction only
over final orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1291 (1988), and certain interl ocu-
tory and coll ateral orders, 28 U S.C. 8§ 1292 (1988); Fed. R G v.
P. 54(b); Cohen v. Beneficial Industrial Loan Corp., 337 U S. 541

(1949). The order here appealed is neither a final order nor an
appeal abl e interlocutory or collateral order.
The district court's dismssal wthout prejudice is not ap-

peal abl e. See Dom no Sugar Corp. v. Sugar Whrkers' Local Uni on 392,

10 F. 3d 1064, 1066-67 (4th Cr. 1993). A dism ssal w thout preju-
dice could be final if "no amendnent [to the conplaint] could cure
defects in the plaintiff's case.” |d. at 1067. In ascertaining
whet her a di sm ssal without prejudice is reviewable inthis court,
the court nust determne "whether the plaintiff could save his
action by anmending the conplaint.” 1d. at 1066-67.

Si nce Appel |l ant coul d have anended his conplaint to cure the
defects noted in the district court's order requesting nore infor-
mation, we dism ss the appeal for |ack of jurisdiction because we
find that the dism ssal order is not appeal able. W di spense with

oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequat e-



ly presented in the materials before the court and argunent woul d

not aid the decisional process.
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